The Perceived value of videogame packaging among young adults by Kibbe, Colby
Rochester Institute of Technology
RIT Scholar Works
Theses Thesis/Dissertation Collections
5-1-2012
The Perceived value of videogame packaging
among young adults
Colby Kibbe
Follow this and additional works at: http://scholarworks.rit.edu/theses
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Thesis/Dissertation Collections at RIT Scholar Works. It has been accepted for inclusion
in Theses by an authorized administrator of RIT Scholar Works. For more information, please contact ritscholarworks@rit.edu.
Recommended Citation
Kibbe, Colby, "The Perceived value of videogame packaging among young adults" (2012). Thesis. Rochester Institute of Technology.
Accessed from
 i 
 
 
The Perceived Value of Videogame Packaging among Young Adults 
 
 
By Colby Kibbe 
 
 
A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements 
for the degree of Master of Science 
in the School of Print Media 
in the College of Imaging Arts and Sciences 
of the Rochester Institute of Technology 
 
 
 
May 2012 
 
 
Primary Thesis Advisor: Dr. Patricia Sorce 
Secondary Thesis Advisor: Dr. Twyla Cummings
 ii 
School of Print Media 
Rochester Institute of Technology 
Rochester, New York 
 
 
Certificate of Approval 
 
 
The Perceived Value of Videogame Packaging among Young Adults 
 
 
This is to certify that the Master’s Thesis of 
 
 
Colby Loren Kibbe 
 
 
has been approved by the Thesis Committee as satisfactory 
for the thesis requirement for the Master of Science degree 
at the convocation of 
 
 
May 2012 
 
 
Thesis Committee: 
 
 
 
 
 
Primary Thesis Advisor 
 
 
 
 
 
Secondary Thesis Advisor 
 
 
 
 
 
Graduate Thesis Coordinator 
 
 
 
 
 
Chair, SPM 
 iii 
Acknowledgements 
First, I would like to thank Dr. Patricia Sorce for being an expert guide during the 
fulfillment of my thesis, and for pinpointing a specific segment of content to focus on 
among my many content choices for the topic of media distribution.  The focus on 
videogames has enhanced the completion of my thesis requirements by allowing me to 
pull from my childhood experiences.  Also, with videogames a common theme of debate 
at the moment, this topic has put me at the forefront of understanding how the changes 
taking place in the gaming industry will directly affect the industry in which we operate: 
printing and packaging. 
Next, I would like to thank Dr. Twyla Cummings for being a supportive mentor 
and guide throughout the entire course of my graduate career.  Without you, I would not 
have had the experience of pursuing my graduate education at the best graduate school in 
America for study in the field of printing and media arts. 
Additionally, I would like to thank Ms. Ishtar Laguna for taking the time to 
review my thesis to ensure that it meets a standard of excellence that will properly 
represent this research to a global audience, whether academic or industry. 
Finally, I would like to express my gratitude to all of the people I have met during 
my time as a graduate student in the School of Print Media at the Rochester Institute of 
Technology.  You have all forever changed my life for the better. 
  
 iv 
Table of Contents 
Acknowledgements ............................................................................................................ iii	  
List of Tables .................................................................................................................... vii	  
List of Figures .................................................................................................................. viii	  
Abstract .............................................................................................................................. ix	  
Chapter 1:  Introduction and Statement of the Problem ..................................................... 1	  
Topic Statement ........................................................................................................................... 1	  
Background and Significance of Topic ....................................................................................... 1	  
Reason for Interest in the Study ................................................................................................... 3	  
Chapter 2:  Literature Review ............................................................................................. 4	  
Overview ...................................................................................................................................... 4	  
The Printing and Packaging Industry ........................................................................................... 4	  
Electronic Media .......................................................................................................................... 6	  
Distribution of Videogames ......................................................................................................... 7	  
Physical Distribution ............................................................................................................... 7	  
Digital Distribution .................................................................................................................. 8	  
The Videogame as a Product ....................................................................................................... 9	  
Conclusion ................................................................................................................................. 11	  
Chapter 3:  Research Objectives ....................................................................................... 12	  
Chapter 4:  Methodology .................................................................................................. 13	  
Procedure ................................................................................................................................... 13	  
 v 
Questionnaire ............................................................................................................................. 14	  
Sample ....................................................................................................................................... 15	  
Data Analysis ............................................................................................................................. 15	  
Variables .................................................................................................................................... 16	  
Limitations ................................................................................................................................. 16	  
Chapter 5:  Results ............................................................................................................ 18	  
Respondents ............................................................................................................................... 18	  
Age ........................................................................................................................................ 18	  
Gender ................................................................................................................................... 19	  
College ................................................................................................................................... 19	  
Printing/Packaging Major ...................................................................................................... 20	  
Purchasing Behavior .................................................................................................................. 23	  
Average Percent of Videogame Purchases By Method ......................................................... 26	  
Results By Research Objectives ................................................................................................ 27	  
Coding ................................................................................................................................... 29	  
Constructs for Packaged Videogames ................................................................................... 31	  
Constructs for Digitally Distributed Videogames ................................................................. 35	  
Additional Findings ................................................................................................................... 36	  
Printing/Packaging Majors and Perceived Advantages ......................................................... 36	  
Electronic Gaming Society vs. Advantages of Packaged Videogames ................................. 39	  
Purchasing Behavior: Printing/Packaging Major vs. Electronic Gaming Society ................ 39	  
Chapter 6:  Summary and Conclusions ............................................................................. 41	  
Future Research ......................................................................................................................... 44	  
Cloud Gaming ....................................................................................................................... 44	  
 vi 
Chapter 7:  Bibliography ................................................................................................... 45	  
Chapter 8:  General References ........................................................................................ 47	  
Appendix 1:  Survey ......................................................................................................... 49	  
Appendix 2:  The Print Universe ...................................................................................... 63	  
Appendix 3:  Significant Attributes: Printing/Packaging Majors Versus Other Majors ... 65	  
Appendix 4:  Average Percentage of Total Purchases by Acquisition Method ................ 70	  
 
  
 vii 
List of Tables 
Table 2.1: The Print Universe (Abbreviated) .................................................................... 5 
Table 5.1: Distribution of Respondents by College.......................................................... 20 
Table 5.2: Time Spent Playing Videogames by Gaming Platform................................... 22 
Table 5.3: Attributes of Packaged Videogames and Digitally Distributed Videogames.. 27 
Table 5.4: Advantages of Purchasing Packaged Videogames.......................................... 28 
Table 5.5: Advantages of Purchasing Digitally Distributed Videogames........................ 28 
Table 5.6: Codes for Packaged and Digitally Distributed Videogames........................... 30 
Table 5.7: Percentage of Respondents Per Construct for Packaged Videogames............ 32 
Table 5.8: Percentage of Respondents Per Construct for Digitally Distributed 
Videogames....................................................................................................................... 35 
  
 viii 
List of Figures 
Figure 2.1: Three Levels of a Product.............................................................................. 10 
Figure 5.1: Distribution of Respondents by Age.............................................................. 19 
Figure 5.2: Videogames Purchased by All Acquisition Methods in the Past Six 
Months.............................................................................................................................. 23 
Figure 5.3: Videogame Purchases Through Retail........................................................... 24 
Figure 5.4: Videogame Purchases Through an Online Retailer....................................... 25 
Figure 5.5: Videogame Purchases Through Digital Distribution..................................... 25 
Figure 5.6: Average Percent of Videogames Purchased by Acquisition Method............. 26 
Figure 5.7: Shared Attributes of Packaged and Digitally Distributed Videogames......... 29 
Figure 5.8: Comparison of the Price Attribute Rankings Between  Printing/Packaging 
Majors and Other Majors.................................................................................................. 37 
Figure 5.9: Comparison of the Collectible Item Attribute Between Printing/Packaging 
Majors and Other Majors.................................................................................................. 38 
  
 ix 
 
Abstract 
Numerous forms of media content that once utilized physical distribution, such as 
music, movies, and publications, are now being distributed digitally. Videogames are the 
latest media content to be distributed in this manner, thus removing suppliers—such as 
packaging printers—who played a role in traditional physical distribution.  With the U.S. 
printing industry projected to decline by 15% by 2015 (Romano & Broudy, 2010), the 
loss of packaged videogames as a source of revenue for packaging printers may further 
threaten the viability of the industry. 
 The purpose of this research was to determine the current perceived value of 
packaged vs. digitally distributed videogames. A survey of 140 students at a large 
university located in the upstate New York area was sampled.  The results revealed that 
an average of 66% of videogames purchased in the last six months were bought digitally.  
In regards to the perceived value of packaged videogames, “More Content” was cited by 
70% of respondents as a reason to purchase packaged games.  For digitally distributed 
games, “Convenience” (88%), “Accessibility” (86%), and “Price” (74%) were all cited as 
advantages.  When asked about their preference for packaged over digital videogames, 
“Ownership” (18%) and “Tangibility” (18%) were the top open-ended responses. 
In sum, even though respondents provided numerous statements supporting packaged 
videogames, the value provided by digitally distributed videogames seems to be enough 
to sway the majority of consumers in this study towards the digital procurement of 
 x 
videogames.  This trend will further decrease the need for printing of videogame 
packages. 
 1 
Chapter 1:  
Introduction and Statement of the Problem 
Topic Statement 
The goal of this research was to understand the value consumers place on a 
physical version of a videogame, now that videogames can be acquired via digital means.  
Consumers’ level of acceptance of the digital delivery of videogames will likely 
determine how videogame producers decide to market their wares.   
Digital distribution yields a much greater profit potential compared to physical 
distribution, due to the elimination of packaging and distribution expenses.  Therefore, 
digital distribution is likely to become the new standard for videogame delivery.  While 
digital distribution is a positive shift for videogame producers in terms of revenue, 
suppliers that play a major role in the physical distribution model for videogames, such as 
packaging printers, will likely see a decrease in revenue from this market. 
As stated previously, consumers’ level of acceptance of the digital delivery of 
videogames will affect how these products are marketed.  If consumers retain a desire for 
the physical version of a videogame, then videogame developers and publishers may 
develop a strategy to retain this demand.  If this occurs, packaging printers will continue 
to play a role within the distribution channel for videogames.  
Background and Significance of Topic 
Based on Frank Romano’s projections from his study, An Investigation Into 
Printing Industry Demographics – 2009, the number of U.S. printing firms will decrease 
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by 15% by 2015, with commercial printers as the majority of closures (see Table 2.1). 
Packaging printers, however, have been projected to decrease by only 2.2% by 2015 
(Romano & Broudy, 2010).   
The rise in electronic media as a means to distribute and consume content 
traditionally delivered via physical distribution, such as publications, has contributed to 
the closure and consolidation of printing firms in the US.  Because packaging is used 
widely (e.g. food, electronics, shoes), digital consumption of media has not affected this 
printing category as drastically as commercial printing of publications.  However, 
packaging of digital media content could suffer.  Some forms of media that were once 
distributed in a packaged form—such as music and movies—no longer require physical 
distribution to reach their intended audience, and therefore require fewer printed 
packages. 
The transition to digital distribution for music, movies, and publications took 
place over the last decade.  Another industry that primarily utilized packaging and 
physical media for the distribution of its content—the videogame industry—has also 
recently adopted the trend towards digital distribution.  Videogame publishers and 
developers have realized the increased profit potential from distributing videogames 
digitally through the elimination of expenses related to packaging, physical distribution, 
and retail discounts (Hinkle, 2011).  Adversely, this elimination in expenses will directly 
affect the firms that specialize in packaging, fulfillment, and distribution. 
Ultimately, in order for the distribution of videogames by digital means to 
become the new standard, the majority of consumers must accept this new way to 
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purchase videogame content.  With videogames distributed via physical distribution for 
decades, the purchase of videogames digitally may or may not provide unique benefits 
that consumers will value.   
This research was undertaken with the goal of finding out how consumers feel 
about this paradigm shift in videogame distribution, as well as the value consumers place 
on the physical media version of a videogame in comparison to a digitally acquired 
videogame. 
Reason for Interest in the Study 
The researcher’s interest in this study is derived from the researcher’s childhood 
experiences with videogames.  The researcher considers himself a videogame collector, 
as he enjoyed collecting videogames as opposed to merely playing the game itself.  In 
2007, the researcher decided to sell the majority of his videogame collection, which 
included numerous “retro” videogames that are now considered rare. 
Years later, in an attempt to reacquire many of the videogames the researcher 
once owned, the researcher struggled to find them in “like new” condition or with the 
original packaging.  With the ability to download many of the “retro” videogame titles 
via the PlayStation Network or other videogame consoles’ digital distribution platforms, 
the researcher realized that what he valued most was the videogame’s packaging and 
associated print collateral (e.g. instruction booklet). Simply acquiring the gameplay 
aspect, be it a digitally distributed videogame or the game disc only, was not enough. 
With the researcher’s appreciation for pristine videogame packaging, he set out to 
discover if other individuals shared his opinion. 	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Chapter 2:  
Literature Review 
Overview 
 The chapter begins by providing insight into the printing and packaging industry 
in terms of definition, revenue, and its projected decline throughout the next few years.  
Next, digital consumption of media is discussed in relation to the declining print market.  
Following this is a discussion of the paradigm shift taking place in the videogame 
industry, in an attempt to understand why game publishers and developers are moving 
toward digital distribution and what this means for the printing and packaging industry.  
Finally, the videogame itself is reviewed in terms of defining it as a “product” now that 
the content has undergone a transformation due to its means of distribution. 
The Printing and Packaging Industry 
 Pocket Pal, The Handy Book of Graphic Arts Production, 20th Edition (2007) 
states, “[p]rinting is a means of graphic communications.” The author(s) further define 
printing as “[t]he reproduction of quantities of images, mostly on paper, that can be seen 
or perceived visually.”  Therefore, one can identify printing as a means by which to 
communicate a message, be it a narrative in the form of a book or a printed poster to 
market an upcoming movie premiere. 
Printing by the Numbers  
As indicated in a study conducted by Frank Romano (Romano & Broudy, 2010), 
the U.S. printing industry consisted of 38,105 firms in 2009, as can be seen in Table 2.1. 
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Table 2.1: The Print Universe (Abbreviated)* 
Category 1995 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2015 
Commercial 
Printing 
45,763 41,109 39,175 38,767 38,884 38,383 36,195 35,060 31,479 30,979 29,872 24,143 
Package 
Printing 
1,900 1,700 1,667 1,630 1,624 1,559 1,436 1,400 1,380 1,360 1,340 1,310 
US Print 
Industry 
60,811 50,479 48,145 47,249 47,179 46,427 43,961 43,325 39,873 39,140 38,105 31,148 
Print 
Universe 
91,322 75,447 71,732 70,582 69,499 68,142 65,625 64,953 61,973 61,376 60,482 52,348 
*Adapted from Table 32: The Print Universe in Romano & Broudy, 2010, p. 43. (See Appendix 2 for full 
table.) 
 
The Printing Industries of America (PIA), the largest graphic arts trade 
organization in the US, provided a similar compilation, with the U.S. printing industry 
numbered at 33, 565 firms in 2010.  Additionally, in 2010, total shipments for the U.S. 
printing industry totaled $140.7 billion (PIA, 2012). 
Packaging and Packaging Printers 
Of the numerous types of printing firms that make up the U.S. printing industry, 
packaging printers are of the most interest to the researcher in this study.  Before delving 
into the demographics associated with packaging printers, let us first define packaging 
and its function. 
An eloquent statement of packaging’s function is provided as part of a display 
within the Vignelli Center for Design Studies, a dedicated gallery space for the housing 
of Massimo Vignelli’s design archives, located at the Rochester Institute of Technology 
in Rochester, New York.  The statement is, “[a]lthough the primary function of 
packaging is to protect the product, its most important function is to create an intangible 
expression of the product either through the use of visual metaphors or by describing it 
objectively and visually articulating the typography.  In packaging, truth and lies often 
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share the same surface, and that ambiguity is also a part of the communication” (Vignelli 
Associates, 2012).  While the previous statement takes an artistic/design approach to 
describe the function of packaging, one can clearly identify that packaging serves at least 
two primary purposes: 1) to communicate the contents of the package to the viewer 
through text and imagery, and 2) to protect the contents of package throughout the 
distribution channel and while on display. 
Romano’s demographic study concluded that approximately 1,340 printers who 
specialize in packaging existed in 2009 (Romano & Broudy, 2010).  For the following 
year, the PIA reported that packaging printers accounted for $22.96 billion in shipments, 
approximately 16 percent of the $140.7 billion in total industry shipments (PIA, 2012).  
The fact that packaging printers account for such a large amount of shipments with so 
few firms makes the continued success of packaging printers of utmost importance to the 
industry’s total revenue.  Based on Romano’s projections for 2015, the number of 
packaging printers will decrease by only 2.2%, down to 1,310 firms (Romano & Broudy, 
2010). 
Electronic Media 
The digital consumption of media is on a steady increase (Hinkle, 2011).  Content 
that was primarily distributed via a printed medium, such as news content, is now 
accessible more quickly through digital means.  Music and video were two other forms of 
content that once were solely available for purchase in physical form. These media were 
printed onto physical carriers, and, along with other printed collateral, packed into a box 
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and distributed to stores for purchase.  Now, these two media formats are available for 
download or streaming directly to one’s digital device from the Internet. 
Digital media consumption has been attributed as one of the primary reasons for the 
decline of U.S. printing firms.  Although movies, music, and publications are commonly 
associated with the consumption of electronic media, videogames are also a content 
category undergoing the transformation from a physical distribution model—which 
required printing and packaging—to a digital distribution model that requires no 
packaging. 
Distribution of Videogames 
Physical Distribution 
According to the Entertainment Software Association (ESA), the videogame 
industry generated more than $25 billion in revenue in 2010 (ESA, 2012b).  As reported 
by Ben Parfitt of the Market for Computer and Videogames (MCV) and ScreenDigest, 
packaged videogame sales reached approximately $8.7 billion in the United States alone 
in 2010 (Parfitt, 2010a).  While this number is substantial, over 60% of revenue acquired 
must cover expenses for licensing (if necessary), marketing, packaging, and distribution, 
not including videogame development cost (Hinkle, 2011). 
As an example, for a $60 videogame, the packaging and distribution piece of 
producing a game for retail, which also includes costs related to the selling of games 
(sales representatives, licensing) makes up approximately $23 of the $60 product (Hinkle, 
2011).  In addition, the packaged game is sold to retail chains at a 20 percent discount on 
the retail price.  For a $60 game, this would equate to $12 off the retail price, leaving $48 
 8 
from which game publishers must account for packaging and distribution expenses before 
realizing earnings.  Ultimately, game publishers earn approximately $25 from a $60 
packaged videogame (Hinkle, 2011). 
 
Digital Distribution 
The videogame industry, one of the first “digital” industries, has historically 
relied upon physical distribution networks to disseminate their wares (Dymek, 2010).  
Since the age of arcade cabinets, developers have always relied upon game publishers, 
distributors, and retailers to handle the marketing, distribution, and sales aspects of the 
videogame production process.  Now, with the introduction of digital platforms capable 
of distributing videogame content efficiently, “online/electronic distribution has the 
potential to overthrow the entire structure, value chain and dynamics of the games 
industry, making game distributors, retailers and possibly even publishers unnecessary, 
shifting the control of the industry into the hands of developers” (Dymek, 2010). 
 Of the $25 billion in revenue garnered by the videogame industry in 2010, $5.9 
billion (or 24 percent) of consumer spend was for “purchases of digital full games, digital 
add-on content, mobile apps, subscriptions and social network game play” (ESA, 2012c).  
As stated in Telltale’s The Rise of Digital Distribution (Hinkle, 2011), a game 
developer/publisher receives approximately $42 from a $60 game distributed through a 
digital marketplace, compared to receiving only $25 of the $60 retail price for a packaged 
version of the same game.  Because of this, publishers and developers alike have adjusted 
their business models to focus heavily on digital sales (Parfitt, 2009a). 
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As stated previously, the videogame industry sold over $8.7 billion in packaged 
videogames in the US in 2010.  If the same number of videogames were distributed 
digitally, developers and publishers would potentially earn more due to the decrease in 
physical distribution-related expenses. These are the expenses that directly fund printing, 
packaging, fulfillment, and distribution service providers. 
The Videogame as a Product 
With the trend towards digital distribution due to increased profit potential, the 
question of whether consumers receive the same quality of product comes into play.  
Although the content is the same, the product delivered via digital distribution is of a 
different configuration than the product delivered by physical distribution methods.  
Specifically, the core product remains the same, but the actual product and augmented 
product are altered by the method of distribution.  To understand the depth of this 
statement, the multiple dimensions of a product must first be explained. 
There are three levels of a product that encompass the entire purchase (Marketing 
Teacher, 2012):  
1. Core product – the benefit the product offers 
2. Actual product – the tangible, physical aspect of the product 
3. Augmented product – the added value associated with a product 
Figure 2.1 provides a further description of aspects taken into consideration when 
describing the levels of a product. 
  
 10 
 
Figure 2.1: Three Levels of a Product (Marketing Teacher, 2012)   
The core product offered by a videogame is the gaming experience.  The way in 
which a videogame’s content is acquired can have an effect on possible uses of the game, 
such as transferring data and sharing the game across consoles or devices.  However, the 
core product—the gameplay—should remain unaffected by the method of acquisition. 
For a packaged videogame, the actual product—the physical component(s) of the 
product—includes the disc, which stores the videogame’s content, along with the case, 
slipcover, and instruction booklet.  The augmented product of a packaged videogame—
the service provided after purchase—is its method of delivery (i.e. shipped from 
Amazon.com or acquired from a brick-and-mortar store), possible warranty for the disc, 
or return policy. 
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In comparison to a digitally distributed videogame, the game’s core product 
(gameplay) remains the same as its physical counterpart, but the actual and augmented 
components that provide value to the consumer are not represented (or are different) in 
the digital realm.  Therefore, the core value of a digitally distributed videogame would 
have to match the total value provided by the packaged videogame, or have additional 
value provided through some other means.  Possible forms of value that may reside in the 
acquisition of digitally distributed videogames include instantaneous acquisition and not 
having to store a physical item, which may be of value to some consumers. 
Conclusion 
With the push for digital distribution by the videogame industry, it is ultimately 
up to the consumer to evaluate the digital products procured and to determine if the 
digital products provide enough value to earn their dollars.  This in turn will determine if 
the transition to digital distribution can succeed.  The objective of this research is to 
determine just how consumers perceive the value of the videogames they purchase now 
that there are multiple ways to procure videogames. 
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Chapter 3:  
Research Objectives 
With multiple ways to distribute and procure videogames, the researcher 
questioned whether the packaging of a videogame is of value to consumers if the content 
remains the same for both the packaged version and the digitally distributed version.  
Therefore, the questions proposed for this research study were: 
1. What is the perceived value of packaged videogames versus digitally distributed 
videogames?   
2. Is there value placed on the packaging itself? 
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Chapter 4:  
Methodology 
Procedure 
First, approval to conduct this study was acquired from the Rochester Institute of 
Technology (RIT) Human Subjects Research Office.  Because this study required the 
participation of students, the researcher was required to submit a preliminary copy of the 
survey, as well as documents verifying that the researcher completed training related to 
anonymity vs. confidentiality, proper preparation of informed consent, and an outline of 
tasks that respondents will undergo during the study.  These requirements were necessary 
to prove that this research was not harmful to participants in any way. 
Once approved, the research questions of interest were developed into topics of 
discussion, from which a series of questions were developed and categorized into four 
sections.  The questions were then pilot tested with a small group from the RIT Electronic 
Gaming Society for readability and accuracy in regards to the terminology used to 
describe the multiple ways to procure videogames.  This session lasted for 20 minutes, 
and as a reward for the participants’ time, the researcher presented each member of the 
group with a token to Java Wally’s at RIT. 
After completion of the pilot test, the researcher analyzed the feedback received 
and adjusted the series of questions to better suit the target audience. Once the survey was 
finalized and ready for distribution, the Electronic Gaming Society provided assistance 
by sending the survey to their membership via their weekly newsletter.  Also, professors 
within the School of Print Media allowed the researcher to make announcements during 
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classes to garner additional respondents.  Additionally, assistance was received from 
professors in other programs within the College of Imaging Arts and Sciences and from 
other colleges at RIT, as well as the RIT Packaging Club. 
Questionnaire 
The questionnaire was divided into four sections:  
1. Background 
a. Three questions on age, sex, and college, which allowed the researcher to 
compare responses to behavioral and perception questions among groups. 
b. Two questions asking respondents if they were associated with a printing 
or packaging-related field of study, or if they were a member of a the 
Electronic Gaming Society, in order to assess possible bias toward a 
particular videogame distribution method. 
2. Gaming Behavior 
a. One question asking respondents to state their videogame playing time 
across multiple types of videogame platforms. 
3. Purchasing Behavior  
a. Four questions asking respondents about their videogame purchasing 
habits in the previous six months, as well as the method of procurement. 
b. Two questions regarding the availability of purchased videogames via 
another means of procurement (e.g. If the videogame was purchased 
digitally, was a physical version available? If so, for how many of the 
purchases?) 
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4. Perception 
a. Two questions that asked respondents to rate particular attributes of both 
physical and digital videogames on a five-point scale. 
b. Two open-ended questions asking respondents to state their reasons for 
purchasing a physical or digital version of a videogame. 
Sample 
The survey was conducted electronically via SurveyMonkey, and distributed to a 
convenience sample that primarily included members of the Electronic Gaming Society 
and students from the College of Imaging Arts and Sciences.  A total of 171 respondents 
began the survey, yielding between 116 and 140 usable answers throughout the survey.  
With the RIT student population reaching 17,652 students as of fall 2011 (RIT, 2012), a 
sampling error of 8.2% is estimated at the 95% confidence level. 
Data Analysis 
When the official survey data was captured, the researcher analyzed the data 
using Microsoft Excel and IBM SPSS Statistics 20.  A series of descriptive statistics was 
calculated for the acquired data, and new variables were created to gain further insight 
into the particular purchasing and behavioral habits of specific groups using crosstab and 
ANOVA calculations.  The results were presented in the form of frequency charts, pie 
charts, and data tables.  The data was analyzed and conclusions were drawn. 
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Variables 
Overall, the goal of the survey was to gauge how consumers felt about videogame 
packaging now that videogames can be purchased by methods with no packaging.  In this 
case, the independent variables were the attributes related to each distribution channel 
used for purchasing videogames (i.e., packaged retail or digital distribution), and the 
dependent variables were the answers provided by the respondents about how they valued 
videogames distributed through each medium. 
Limitations 
This research had a few limitations.   
1) Sample Demographic – This study utilized a sample of students from the 
Rochester Institute of Technology, located in Rochester, New York. This was a 
convenience sample that was representative of the university, yet the results 
cannot be extrapolated to the total US population. 
2) Survey Distribution Method – The survey was distributed via an online web 
form accessible to anyone with an Internet connection, so the survey could have 
been taken by anyone anywhere in the world.  However, the researcher did 
include several checks that limited the number of usable answers to the group 
targeted for this survey.   
3) Respondent Acquisition Method – The sample was targeted via class attendance 
and e-mails to specific classes and groups.  Because the classes visited were 
located in computer labs, the researcher decided to leave the survey open to be 
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taken at the same computer more than once, assuming that different students 
might take the survey at different times from the same computer.   
While this approach increased the potential number of respondents, it also 
gave the option for the same user to take the survey multiple times.  To alleviate 
some of the concern of this happening, the researcher required a respondent to 
enter his or her e-mail address at the end of the survey as an entry for a prize 
drawing.  This allowed the researcher to remove any successive responses from 
the same e-mail address. One response was removed from the survey due to this 
occurrence. 
4) Late Addition of “Printing/Packaging Major” Question – Concern about a 
respondent’s major potentially skewing his/her perception of packaged and 
digitally distributed videogames prompted the inclusion of a question regarding 
the respondent’s relationship to printing or packaging.   This question was added 
after initial distribution, thus resulted in a lower number of comparable responses. 
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Chapter 5:  
Results 
Respondents 
Of the 174 persons who responded, 164 respondents (94.2% of total respondents) 
fully completed the survey.  During analysis of the data, the researcher determined that 
three of the 164 responses were outliers based on the age of the respondents, bringing the 
total completed responses to 161.1  Of the 161 respondents who completed the survey, 
140 (80.4% of total respondents) responded to the question “[d]o you play videogames?” 
positively, which allowed them to continue with the rest of the survey. 
Age 
With this research targeting young adult consumers of videogame content, the 
researcher asked each respondent to state their age.  All of the respondents’ ages fell 
between 17 and 29, with a breakdown as shown in Figure 5.1: 
  
                                                
1 Of the outliers, two of the responses to age were above 40, and the other respondent stated their age as 
“13,” which was most likely an error. 
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Figure 5.1: Distribution of Respondents by Age (n = 139) 
The distribution was skewed to the right, as a result of the bulk of respondents 
(79%) falling within the age range of 18 to 21. 
Gender 
 Of the 140 respondents utilized in this analysis, 60% were male and 40% were 
female.  This was an interesting result, as the Entertainment Software Association 
(2012a) reports that “42% of all players are women and women over 18 years of age are 
one of the industry's fastest growing demographics [for videogames consumption].” 
College 
 To collect further demographic data about respondents, they were asked to 
provide the name of the college that housed their major.  Because the survey was 
distributed primarily to students within the programs offered by the College of Imaging 
Arts and Sciences, it was expected that a majority of the responses would signify a major 
within this area.  The breakdown of respondents by college is shown in Table 5.1. 
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Table 5.1: Distribution of Respondents by College (n = 140) 
College Percentage of Respondents 
Imaging Arts & Sciences 57.1% 
Applied Science & Technology 17.1% 
Computing & Information Sciences 14.3% 
Liberal Arts 3.6% 
Engineering 2.9% 
Business 2.1% 
Science 1.4% 
Multidisciplinary Studies 0.7% 
University Studies 0.7% 
 
Printing/Packaging Major 
A question was also asked about the respondents’ relationship to printing and 
packaging; more specifically, if their major consisted of such topics.  For the question 
“[a]re you enrolled in a printing/packaging-related degree program (i.e. packaging 
science)?” 123 respondents answered this question.  Of the 123 respondents, 54% stated 
that they were of a printing and/or packaging background, while 46% stated that they had 
no affiliation with printing or packaging.   
Gaming Club Participation 
Another question was asked regarding respondents’ membership in the Electronic 
Gaming Society, the videogame club at RIT.  The researcher asked this question with the 
impression that individuals who spent part of their week playing and socializing with 
other gamers may show some differences in behavior and attitude towards videogame 
packaging and procurement.  Twenty-four percent of the 140 respondents were members, 
while 76% were not. 
The next section of the survey was created to assess respondents’ gaming 
behavior by the type of platforms they utilized for their gaming experience and how 
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much time they spent with each platform in a given week.  The question asked was, 
“How much time do you spend playing on each videogame platform during a typical 
week, excluding emulation?”   
This question included four categories defined by the researcher, which were:  
1. Computer Gaming  
a. Computer-based gameplay with the ability to purchase and install games 
by way of physical or digital procurement. 
b. Browser-based games (Free-to-play, Flash, Cloud). 
2. Console Gaming 
a. A home videogame platform with the ability to purchase games by way of 
physical or digital procurement. 
i. Sony PlayStation 3  
ii. Microsoft Xbox 360 
iii. Nintendo Wii 
3. Handheld Gaming 
a. A mobile device with videogame playing as its primary purpose. 
i. Nintendo DS, 3DS 
ii. Sony PlayStation Portable, Vita  
4. Mobile Gaming 
a. Devices that have gaming capabilities, but are not its primary function. 
i. Apple iPhone, iPad, iPod Touch 
ii. Android Devices 
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Of these four categories, respondents were given six answers to choose from: Do 
Not Play, Less than 1 hour, 1 – 5 hours, 6 – 10 hours, 11 – 15 hours, and 16+ hours.  
Table 5.2 shows a visual breakdown of the results. 
Table 5.2: Time Spent Playing Videogames by Gaming Platform (n = 140) 
Platform Do not play < 1 hr. 1 - 5 hrs. 6 - 10 hrs. 11 - 15 hrs. 16+ hrs. 
Computer 20.7% 24.3% 21.4% 16.4% 7.9% 9.3% 
Console 24.3% 30.7% 31.4% 10.0% 2.1% 1.4% 
Handheld 70.0% 15.0% 15.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Mobile 31.4% 35.0% 25.7% 3.6% 3.6% 0.7% 
 
For computer gaming, 20% of respondents stated that they did not play 
videogames on this platform.  Of those who did play videogames on the computer, 24% 
spent less than an hour per week doing so, while 21% spend between one and five hours.  
A cumulative 33% of respondents spent six hours or more playing videogames on the 
computer. 
In regard to console gaming, 24% of respondents stated that they did not utilize 
this platform for gaming, while 30% of respondents stated that they spent less than one 
hour per week gaming on home consoles.  Another 31% stated spending between one and 
five hours per week.  Finally, a cumulative 13% of respondents spent over six hours 
playing videogames via home consoles. 
Approximately 70% of the 140 respondents stated that they did not play 
videogames via handheld consoles, while 15% of respondents stated that they spent less 
than an hour per week doing so.  Another 15% spent between one and five hours, and 
there were no respondents who stated playing handheld games for six hours or more. 
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For mobile gaming, 31% of respondents stated that they did not play videogames 
on a mobile device.  Among those who did, 35% played for less than an hour per week, 
another 25% played between one and five hours per week, and a cumulative 8% of 
respondents spent over six hours playing videogames on mobile devices per week. 
Purchasing Behavior 
This section of the survey was created to determine the frequency of videogame 
purchases over the past six months (see Figure 5.2), as well as method(s) of procurement 
(Figures 5.3-5.5).  Prior to the first question asked, a statement was provided about the 
three main ways of procuring a videogame:  
1. Purchase at a physical store,  
2. Purchase online, then delivered by mail, such as Amazon, 
3. Download from an digital distribution platform, such as Steam. 
The question about purchasing frequency was asked first, which required the 
respondents to detail their videogame procurement by all acquisition methods over the 
past six months.  The results were as follows: 
 
Figure 5.2: Videogames Purchased By All Acquisition Methods  
in the Past Six Months (n = 140) 
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As shown in Figure 5.2, the majority of respondents (44%) made between one and 
three videogame purchases in the past six months. 
 The following three questions under the purchasing behavior section asked 
respondents to divide their videogame purchases by method of procurement: Retail, 
Online Retailer (i.e. Amazon), and Digital Distribution.  Figures 5.3 – 5.5 show the 
percentage of total videogames purchased by all respondents (n = 140) through retail, an 
online retailer, and digital distribution, respectively. 
 
*Of Total Videogames Purchased Per Method  
Figure 5.3: Videogame Purchases Through Retail* 
 
As shown in Figure 5.3, 57.1% stated that none of their purchases were made at a 
retail outlet, such as Best Buy, Target, or GameStop.  For those who stated that they 
purchased a videogame at a retail outlet, 36% made between one and three purchases. 
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 *Of Total Videogames Purchased Per Method 
Figure 5.4: Videogame Purchases Through an Online Retailer* 
Figure 5.4 shows that 80% of respondents did not use an online retailer to 
purchase their packaged videogames.  Of the respondents who stated that they did make a 
purchase by such means, 15% made either one or two purchases. 
*Of Total Videogames Purchased Per Method 
Figure 5.5: Videogame Purchases Through Digital Distribution* 
Figure 5.5 represents purchases made via digital distribution.  Approximately 
25% of all respondents stated that they did not purchase a digitally distributed videogame 
over the past six months.  Of those who did, 41.5% purchased between one and three 
videogames, 19% purchased between four and six videogames, and 13% purchased seven 
videogames or more. 
80.00% 
12.10% 3.60% 4.30% 0.00% 
0.00% 
50.00% 
100.00% 
0 1 2 4 - 6 7+ 
Pe
rc
en
ta
ge
 o
f  
R
es
po
nd
en
ts
 
Amount of Videogames Purchased 
Videogame Purchases Through an Online Retailer  
(Past Six Months) 
25.70% 14.30% 13.60% 13.60% 19.20% 13.40% 
0.00% 
50.00% 
100.00% 
0 1 2 3 4 - 6 7+ 
Pe
rc
en
ta
ge
 o
f 
R
es
po
nd
en
ts
 
Amount of Videogames Purchased 
Videogame Purchases Through Digital Distribution  
(Past Six Months) 
 26 
In summation, almost 75% of respondents purchased a videogame via digital 
distribution over the past six months, while 42.17% made in-person retail purchases. An 
additional 20% of respondents used an online retailer to purchase packaged videogames.2 
Average Percent of Videogame Purchases By Method 
 Figure 5.6 shows the average percent of total videogames purchased by 
acquisition method over the past six months. 
 
Figure 5.6: Average Percent of Videogames Purchased  
by Acquisition Method (n = 140) 
 
By averaging all respondents’ total videogame purchases by method of 
acquisition, the results show that “Download” yielded the greatest amount of game 
purchases (66%). Purchasing from a retail store followed with 27%, and “Online 
Retailer” procurement through websites such as Amazon made up the final 7% of 
purchases. 
                                                
2 The total percentage exceeds 100% due to multiple videogames purchased by different methods per 
respondent. 
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Results By Research Objectives 
The final section of the survey served as the basis for answering the proposed 
research objectives.  The ultimate goal was to gauge consumers’ attitude toward 
packaged videogames, and to understand the value they derive (if any) from the tangible 
item.  In order to answer the first research objective—which aimed to determine what 
respondents perceived as reasons for procuring a videogame in its packaged, tangible 
format—two questions were created. These questions were based on attributes shared by 
both packaged and digitally distributed videogames, as well as attributes specific to each 
medium.  The attributes appended to each videogame are as follows: 
Table 5.3: Attributes of Packaged and Digitally Distributed Videogames 
Attributes (Packaged Videogames) Attributes (Digitally Distributed Videogames) 
Accessibility Accessibility 
Box Art/Graphics Convenience 
Collectible Item Impulse 
Convenience More Content 
More Content No Package 
Price Price 
Tangible  
 
The data displayed in Tables 5.4 and 5.5 represent the combined percentage of 
respondents who rated each attribute as either “Somewhat of an Advantage” or “Major 
Advantage,” which represented a ranking of a four or a five on the five-point scale.  
Table 5.4 shows the advantages respondents associated with purchasing a packaged 
videogame. 
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Table 5.4: Advantages of Purchasing Packaged Videogames (n = 133) 
 
Attributes Advantage 
More Content 70% 
Box Art/Graphics 62% 
Tangible 61% 
Collectible Item 54% 
Accessibility 47% 
Convenience 37% 
Price 25% 
 
Of all the attributes for packaged videogames, “More Content,” “Box 
Art/Graphics,” “Tangible,” and “Collectible Item” were perceived as advantages by over 
50% of respondents.  “More Content” was rated the highest, with 70% of respondents 
stating that this attribute was an advantage of purchasing a packaged videogame.  
 In regards to digitally distributed videogames, four attributes were perceived as 
advantages by over 50% of respondents as well: “Convenience” (88%), “Accessibility” 
(86%), “Price” (74%), and “Impulse” (58%).  Table 5.5 details the full results. 
Table 5.5: Advantages of Purchasing Digitally Distributed Videogames (n = 133) 
 
Attributes Advantage 
Convenience 88% 
Accessibility 86% 
Price 74% 
Impulse 58% 
More Content 45% 
No Package 38% 
 
Four attributes were shared across both packaged and digitally distributed 
videogames: Accessibility, Convenience, Price, and More Content.  Attributes specific to 
a packaged videogame included “Box Art/Graphics,” “Collectible Item,” and “Tangible,” 
and those specific to purchasing a digitally distributed videogame included “Impulse 
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(Buy)” and “No Packaging.”  Among the shared attributes, differences were found 
between the two types of videogame media, as presented in Figure 5.7. 
 
Figure 5.7: Shared Attributes of Packaged and Digitally Distributed Videogames 
The results showed that the only major advantage for packaged videogames 
among the shared attributes was “More Content,” with 70% of respondents versus 45% of 
respondents for digitally distributed videogames.  Digitally distributed videogames 
scored much higher than packaged videogames in terms of “Accessibility” (86% vs. 
47%), “Convenience” (88% vs. 37%), and “Price” (74% vs. 25%). 
Coding 
 The final three questions of the survey were open-ended questions that asked 
respondents to give their reason(s) for purchasing a packaged videogame over a digitally 
distributed videogame, to give their reason(s) for purchasing a digitally distributed 
videogame over a packaged videogame, and an option to supply any additional comments 
about the topic of research.  Once collected, the responses were evaluated for their 
content, then affixed with a series of codes that allowed them to be categorized.   
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More than 60 codes were created, with one set of constructs representing 
packaged videogames and another representing digitally distributed videogames.  The 
codes are presented in Table 5.6. 
Table 5.6: Codes for Packaged and Digitally Distributed Videogames (n = 133) 
 
Codes Constructs - Packaged  Codes Constructs - Digitally Distributed  
Code 1 Accessibility Code 51 Box version unavailable 
Code 2 Artwork Code 52 Casual 
Code 3 Availability (Larger selection) Code 53 Community 
Code 4 Availability (Unavailable in digital) Code 54 Convenience 
Code 5 Business Model (Use to it) Code 55 No physical space used or need to carry 
Code 6 Collectible Code 56 Easy Retrieval (Re-download, Archival) 
Code 7 Easy (Usability) Code 57 Extra content 
Code 8 Experience (Purchasing an item from a store) Code 58 Easy 
Code 9 Extra Content Code 59 Impulse 
Code 10 Gift (Give or Receive) Code 60 Less waste/Environment-friendly 
Code 11 Included Print Collateral Code 61 Never sells out 
Code 12 Minimal Hard Drive Requirement Code 62 No damaging/lost videogames 
Code 13 Minimal Piracy Concerns Code 63 No packaging 
Code 14 Ownership (Archival) Code 64 No physical media 
Code 15 Platform-Specific Code 65 No physical store visits 
Code 16 Portability (Sharing) Code 66 On sale 
Code 17 Premium Packaging  Code 67 Platform-specific 
Code 18 Price (Pay less) Code 68 Fast 
Code 19 Price (Pay more) Code 69 Play instantly 
Code 20 Reliability Code 70 Portability (By user account) 
Code 21 Resell (Sell, Trade, Return) Code 71 Price (Pay less) 
Code 22 Tangible Code 72 (Accessibility) Quick access 
Code 23 Used Purchase Code 73 Retro games 
Code 24 Value (Something to show for purchase) Code 74 Variety (More Independent Developers) 
Code 25 Miscellaneous Code 75 Miscellaneous 
Code 26 Better Code 76 Unable to visit store 
Code 27 Already in the store Code 77 Minimal Interaction To Start Playing 
Code 28 Box Information Necessary To Play (i.e. Game Keys) Code 78 Business Model Better 
Code 29 Brand/Franchise Loyalty Code 79 Automatic Updating 
Code 30 Sense of Supporting Company Code 80 Digital Rights Management Better 
Code 31 No Downloading   
Code 32 Older Games   
Code 33 Linked To Digital   
Code 34 Extended Play   
Code 35 Included With Hardware   
 
Two coding sets were created: one for packaged videogames and the other for 
digital distribution. Code numbers 1 through 50 were allocated to responses for packaged 
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videogames, although only 35 codes were created for this category.  Code numbers 51 
through 100 were allocated for digital distribution, although only 30 codes were needed.   
The codes were created by parsing responses into phrases focused on a specific 
subject, commonly separated by “and” or “or” in respondents’ statements.  While some 
of the responses were short (seven words or less), resulting in one or two codes affixed to 
the statement, many were longer, resulting in up to five codes affixed to a single 
response.  A few of the respondents answered the open-ended questions with “N/A” or 
with an answer that was not applicable to the question stated, and thus were marked as 
“Miscellaneous.” 
Constructs for Packaged Videogames 
The first open-ended question, which asked respondents to discuss their reasoning 
for purchasing a packaged videogame over a digitally distributed game, served as the 
basis for answering the researcher’s second objective.  The tallying of the constructs 
revealed the most common topics mentioned (see Table 5.7). 
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Table 5.7: Percentage of Respondents Per Construct  
for Packaged Videogames (n = 133) 
 
Construct (Packaged Videogames) Number of Mentions Percentage of Respondents 
Ownership (Archival) 25 18.80% 
Tangible 24 18.05% 
Extra Content 23 17.29% 
Collectible 18 13.53% 
Availability (No Digital) 16 12.03% 
Portability (Sharing) 14 10.53% 
Artwork 10 7.52% 
Platform-Specific 10 7.52% 
Price (Pay less) 9 6.77% 
Premium Packaging  8 6.02% 
Value 8 6.02% 
Miscellaneous 8 6.02% 
Included Print Collateral 7 5.26% 
Accessibility 5 3.76% 
Resell (Sell, Trade, Return) 5 3.76% 
Minimal Hard Drive Req. 4 3.01% 
Minimal Piracy Concerns 4 3.01% 
Business Model (Use to it) 3 2.26% 
Gift (Give or Receive) 3 2.26% 
Reliability 3 2.26% 
Older Games 3 2.26% 
Easy (Usability) 2 1.50% 
Better 2 1.50% 
Already in the store 2 1.50% 
No Downloading 2 1.50% 
Linked To Digital 2 1.50% 
Availability (Larger selection) 1 0.75% 
Experience (Store Purchase) 1 0.75% 
Price (Pay more) 1 0.75% 
Used Purchase 1 0.75% 
Box Info. Necessary To Play 1 0.75% 
Brand/Franchise Loyalty 1 0.75% 
Sense of Supporting Company 1 0.75% 
Extended Play 1 0.75% 
Included With Hardware 1 0.75% 
 
The top construct was “Ownership (Archival),” as mentioned by approximately 
19% of respondents.  The statements given about “Ownership (Archival)” related mainly 
to two concepts: 1) being able to retrieve one’s videogame whenever necessary, whether 
today or 20 years from now, and 2) the sense of owning a product forever.  Included with 
the first concept was having a back-up of a videogame stored, if the game was one that 
could be installed and played without the disk in the drive (i.e., computer games.)  
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Additionally, two mentions in regard to ownership were specifically related to 
purchasing packaged videogames in lieu of dealing with the licensing agreements of 
companies who publish, host, or distribute videogames via digital distribution.  “One 
doesn't have to deal with the infringing [end-user license agreements] of digital 
distribution services that inherently stop someone from owning the game they bought,” 
stated one respondent.  Another stated, “[i]n some cases, because I have the physical 
form of the product, no company can take that away from me,” and accentuated this 
concept with an example: “… EA software with their policies regarding Origin, where if 
you don't play a game for two years, they can delete it and your ownership of it from your 
account.” 
The second most commonly mentioned construct was one that is unique to 
packaged videogames: “Tangible,” with more than 18% of respondents mentioning this 
factor.  The variety of statements that made up this construct ultimately spoke to the 
feeling of holding something in one’s hands.  The major attribute (and difference) that 
packaged videogames have over digitally distributed videogames is the box itself. 
Supporting statements for “Tangible” include: 
• “… I appreciate the packaging of a product; there's something that you just can't 
fully replace about holding a tangible game in your hands.” 
•  “… Having a tangible item feels like you own more … than having a digital 
copy.”  
“Extra Content” and “Collectible” follow closely with approximately 17% and 
13%, respectively.  Numerous mentions of extra content bundled with packaged 
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videogames showed that this played a factor in many respondents’ decision to purchase a 
physical copy of the game.  Also, some respondents viewed the packaged version of a 
videogame as a collectible item, or that the game was available in a collectible (limited 
edition) version.  Many times, a collectible version of a videogame will come with extra 
content, which may be a reason why “Extra Content” and “Collectible” were within the 
top five mentioned constructs. 
 Rounding out the top five constructs for packaged videogames was “Availability 
(No Digital),” with approximately 12% of respondents mentioning this as part of their 
answer.  The respondents stated that they would purchase a packaged videogame because 
a digitally distributed version of the game was unavailable. This would lead one to 
believe that if there were a digital version of a videogame available, these respondents 
would have chosen the digitally distributed videogame over the packaged version.  This 
may be true and is representative of the projected trend of the transition to digital 
distribution, but it is also true that many videogame titles remain unavailable via digital 
distribution.  Although digital distribution has yet to reach its full potential, other factors 
may play into why all videogames have yet to be distributed via both outlets, such as 
copyright and licensing agreements and infrastructure.  Many regions of the world have 
minimal access to the high-speed Internet service necessary to make the procurement of 
digital distributed products a viable option. 
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Constructs for Digitally Distributed Videogames 
The second set of constructs represented the combination of responses for the 
question, “Why would you choose to purchase a digitally distributed videogame over a 
packaged videogame?”  Table 5.8 shows the constructs used for digitally distributed 
videogames ranked by the number of mentions and percentage of respondents. 
Table 5.8: Percentage of Respondents Per Construct  
for Digitally Distributed Videogames (n = 133) 
Construct (Digitally distributed Videogames) Number of Mentions Percentage of Respondents 
Convenience 38 28.57% 
Price (Pay less) 38 28.57% 
(Accessibility) Quick access 26 19.55% 
No physical store visits 21 15.79% 
Easy 17 12.78% 
Platform-specific 14 10.53% 
Play instantly 14 10.53% 
Miscellaneous 12 9.02% 
No physical space/Do not need to carry around 9 6.77% 
Box version unavailable 8 6.02% 
No damaging/lost videogames 8 6.02% 
Easy retrieval (Re-download, Archival) 7 5.26% 
Impulse 6 4.51% 
Less waste/Environment-friendly 6 4.51% 
No physical media 6 4.51% 
Fast 6 4.51% 
Variety (More Independent Developers) 6 4.51% 
On sale 5 3.76% 
Extra content 4 3.01% 
Casual 3 2.26% 
No packaging 3 2.26% 
Portability (By user account) 3 2.26% 
Community 2 1.50% 
Never sells out 1 0.75% 
Retro games 1 0.75% 
Unable to visit store 1 0.75% 
Minimal Interaction To Start Playing 1 0.75% 
Business Model Better 1 0.75% 
Automatic Updating 1 0.75% 
Digital Rights Management Better 1 0.75% 
 
The three top-ranking responses of “Convenience” (28.5%), “Price” (28.5%), and 
“Accessibility” (19.5%) were also the three common attributes between packaged and 
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digitally distributed videogames presented in Figure 5.7, where digitally distributed 
videogames were ranked much higher than packaged videogames in respondents’ 
assessment of advantages.  “Convenience” and “Accessibility” both related to 
respondents’ ability to access their videogame instantly and/or at multiple locations via a 
user log-in.  The “Price” construct refers to the ability to purchase a digitally distributed 
vidoegame at a lower price point than a physically distributed videogame, as well as 
heavily discounted sales for digitally distributed videogames.  
Additional Findings 
Printing/Packaging Majors and Perceived Advantages 
The process of data analysis prompted the researcher’s curiosity about possible 
differences in attitude towards packaging based on a respondent’s program of study and 
affiliation with the Electronic Gaming Society.  This led to the curiosity question, “Does 
a respondent’s major, particularly those whose emphasis relates to printing or packaging, 
attribute to this segment’s attitude toward videogame packaging?”   
 To determine if there was any difference in attitude toward packaging derived 
from respondents’ affiliation with printing or packaging, the researcher compared the 
question, “Are you enrolled in a printing/packaging-related degree program (i.e. 
packaging science)?” with each respondent’s rating of the attributes of packaged 
videogames. The attributes were ranked on a five-point scale ranging from “Major 
Disadvantage” as a one to “Major Advantage” as a five.3  
                                                
3 During data analysis, “Somewhat of a Disadvantage” and “Major Disadvantage” were combined to 
minimize the number of responses per attribute with an expected count of less than five.   
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In order to evaluate the significance of this relationship, a chi-square test was 
performed using an alpha level of 0.05.  Of the attributes evaluated, there was a 
significant difference in response between printing/packaging-related majors and other 
majors in regard to “Price,” and the “Collectible Item” attribute yielded a marginal 
difference. 
Price 
With a significance level of p = 0.035, “Price” was one of the attributes that 
yielded a significant difference in response between printing/packaging-related majors 
and other majors. The differences in responses are shown in Figure 5.8. 
 
Figure 5.8: Comparison of the Price Attribute Rankings Between  
Printing/Packaging Majors and Other Majors (n = 116)* 
*The late addition of the Printing/Packaging question may have resulted in a lower number of comparable responses. 
A total of a 19% of those enrolled in a printing/packaging-related program stated 
that “Price” for a packaged videogame was either “Somewhat of an Advantage” or a 
“Major Advantage,” compared to a total of 6% of respondents who were not enrolled in a 
program related to printing or packaging.  The results may be interpreted as 
17.24% 18.1% 
6.9% 
12.1% 
24.14% 
15.52% 
2.59% 3.45% 
0.00% 
5.00% 
10.00% 
15.00% 
20.00% 
25.00% 
30.00% 
Major 
Disadvantage 
Neutral Somewhat of 
an Advantage 
Major 
Advantage 
Pe
rc
en
ta
ge
 o
f R
es
po
nd
en
ts
 
Ratings for "Price" 
Comparison of the Price Attribute Rankings Between  
Printing/Packaging Majors and Other Majors  
Printing/Packaging 
Other 
 38 
printing/packaging majors deemed the packaged videogame a reason to pay a premium, 
or that this group was more inclined to purchase used packaged videogames, usually 
priced lower than new, packaged videogames and sometimes even the digitally 
distributed version. 
Collectible Item 
The cross tabulation also revealed a marginal level of statistical significance in 
rankings of the attribute “Collectible Item,” with a significance level of p = 0.054.  Figure 
5.9 shows the differences in responses. 
 
 
Figure 5.9: Comparison of the Collectible Item Attribute Between  
Printing/Packaging Majors and Other Majors (n = 116)* 
*The late addition of the Printing/Packaging question may have resulted in a lower number of comparable responses. 
While the similar response of “Somewhat of an Advantage” can be seen between 
printing/packaging program respondents (16.4% of total) and respondents enrolled in 
other programs (15.5% of total), differences were seen among the other ratings on the 
scale.  Among printing/packaging respondents, 26.7% rated the collectability of a 
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packaged videogame as “Neutral,” compared to 12.1% of those enrolled in other 
programs.  Conversely, only 8.6% of printing/packaging respondents rated the collectible 
nature of packaged videogames as a “Major Advantage,” compared to 12.9% of 
respondents not enrolled in such fields.  The trend can also be seen for “Major 
Disadvantage,” where 2.6% of printing/packaging respondents selected this response, as 
compared to 5.2% of other majors.  Ultimately, with the major difference residing in the 
“Neutral” category, interpretation of the data was difficult. 
Electronic Gaming Society vs. Advantages of Packaged Videogames 
In a similar fashion, participation in the Electronic Gaming Society was 
considered a potential factor in one’s attitude toward a packaged videogame.  However, 
the cross tabulation revealed that there was no significant difference in responses between 
respondents who participated in Electronic Gaming Society meetings and events and 
those who did not. 
Purchasing Behavior: Printing/Packaging Major vs. Electronic Gaming Society 
The final curiosity question put forth for this study was to determine if there was a 
difference in purchasing behavior between printing/packaging majors and Electronic 
Gaming Society participants.  To acquire the data necessary to determine significance, an 
ANOVA test was run comparing respondents who are either enrolled in a 
printing/packaging-related degree program or are a participant in the Electronic Gaming 
Society to the calculated total of videogames purchased, as well as total videogames 
purchased by each method of acquisition. 
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The ANOVA test found that three items were statistically significant.  The first 
finding was that printing/packaging majors purchased an average of 3.3636 total 
videogames over the past six months, compared to an average of 5.8772 total videogames 
for other majors; the analysis of variance was F = 7.673 with a p-value of 0.006. 
The final two findings related to the purchasing habits of participants in the 
Electronic Gaming Society.  First, respondents who participated in the Electronic Gaming 
Society purchased an average of 8.3235 total videogames over the past six months, 
compared to 3.8679 total videogame purchases for non-participants (F = 19.680,  p < 
0.0001).  As expected, respondents who participated in meetings and activities related to 
videogames purchased almost twice as many videogames as those who did not engage in 
such activities.  
Additionally, the results showed that participants in the Electronic Gaming 
Society purchased an average of 16% of their videogames from a retail outlet, as 
compared to 31% of non-Electronic Gaming Society participants (F = 4.131, p = 0 .044). 
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Chapter 6:  
Summary and Conclusions 
Key findings for this research study were as follows: 
• An average of sixty-six percent of the total videogames purchased were acquired 
digitally. 
• “More Content” was cited by 70% of respondents as an advantage for packaged 
videogames. 
• “Convenience” (88%), “Accessibility” (86%), and “Price” (74%) were all cited as 
advantages of digital distribution. 
• “Ownership” (18%) and “Tangibility” (18%) were the top open-ended responses 
for choosing a packaged product over digital. 
Although two out of every three videogames purchased by respondents were acquired 
via digital distribution, the results did reveal that some respondents still valued the 
packaged version of a videogame.  “Ownership (Archival)” was cited by 18% of 
respondents as a factor for choosing packaged videogames over the digitally distributed 
counterpart, as well as “Extra Content” (17%) and “Collectability” (13%). 
What do these results mean for the packaging printing industry?  Overall, there 
are still some consumers who perceive packaged videogames as valuable.  However, it is 
difficult to estimate how large that group is from this research, with the limitations of 
sample size and demographics.  
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Packaged videogames have advantages in providing a sense of true ownership and 
a trusted way of storing content for later use.  For example, if the user’s hard drive 
becomes corrupted; they would not lose their investment as they can easily re-install their 
videogame. 
This will remain an advantage for packaged videogames as long as the archival of 
digital content remains in its infancy.  Few standards currently exist that guarantee a 
specific digital format will remain readable ten, fifty, or one hundred years from now.  
Major companies own many of the formats that content is exported to, so if one of these 
companies goes out of business, what will happen to the file format?  Additionally, with 
the ever-increasing processing power of technological devices, some file formats created 
using older standards may not be transferable to newer systems.  Retaining the product in 
its physical format, as well as the hardware that reads it, alleviates this concern. 
The researcher speculates that the trend toward “casual gaming” may also contribute 
to the decline in printing of packaged videogames.  The majority of users played for five 
hours or less per week on a specific type of videogame platform in this study.  With the 
base price for newly released packaged videogames set at $60, the price-to-playtime ratio 
may not provide enough value for many casual users.  Digitally distributed videogames 
lack a universal pricing model across platforms, but they are usually cheaper than 
packaged videogames. Some sell for as low as $0.99.  Therefore, the price advantage lies 
with digitally distributed videogames. 
As the gaming industry progresses in its digital distribution efforts, the researcher 
believes the focus will remain on the gameplay experience rather than the purchasing 
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experience (i.e., owning the product).  Once the videogame industry addresses the 
concern many consumers have with the trustworthiness of purchasing a digital file 
instead of a physical product, and incorporates attributes that are comparable to packaged 
videogames, the researcher believes that the shift will continue toward the digital 
distribution and consumption of videogames. 
How can packaged videogames compete?  Packaging and distribution make up a 
major portion of production costs, so why would videogame developers and publishers 
retain this model?  The answer is that, eventually, they will not.  Though, the familiarity 
of the physical distribution model will keep packaged videogames around for some time.   
As of spring 2012, many retail outlets no longer retain a full stock of videogames.  
Target’s shelves for videogames reveal just a few copies of each game, and GameStop’s 
shelves are stocked mostly with traded-in videogames.  Packaging printers only earn 
revenue when they are commissioned to print new videogame boxes and inserts.   These 
factors—lower stock of new videogames, increased stock of used videogames, the 
transition to digital distribution for videogame developers and publishers, and an 
increasing familiarity with digital procurement—all point to a decline in packaged 
videogame sales, and thus videogame packaging print jobs, in the future. 
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Future Research 
Cloud Gaming 
With streaming gameplay via cloud-based systems the next revolution in 
videogame distribution (Leadbetter, 2012), will print service providers continue to have a 
role to play?  Digital distribution is cannibalizing packaged videogame sales, and thus 
decreasing the need for videogame package printing.  Although, there are still some 
opportunities for printing to be used to sell digitally distributed videogames, such as 
printed download cards.  While cloud gaming may continue to utilize printed cards for 
consumers to access streamed videogames, print service providers may find other 
opportunities in videogame distribution. One option is that print service providers could 
consider hosting cloud-accessed videogames as a value-added service to coincide with 
their digital asset management and content management efforts.  
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Appendix 2:  
The Print Universe 
Table 32 from Frank Romano’s 
An Investigation into Printing Industry Demographics – 2009 
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Appendix 3:  
Significant Attributes: Printing/Packaging Majors Versus Other Majors 
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Price 
Are you enrolled in a printing/packaging-related degree program (i.e. packaging science)?  
Crosstab 
 Are you enrolled in a 
printing/packaging-related 
degree program (i.e. 
packaging science)? 
Total 
Yes No 
Price 
1 - Major Disadvantage 
Count 20 28 48 
% within Price 41.7% 58.3% 100.0% 
% within Are you enrolled in a printing/packaging-related degree program (i.e. 
packaging science)? 
31.7% 52.8% 41.4% 
% of Total 17.2% 24.1% 41.4% 
3 - Neutral 
Count 21 18 39 
% within Price 53.8% 46.2% 100.0% 
% within Are you enrolled in a printing/packaging-related degree program (i.e. 
packaging science)? 
33.3% 34.0% 33.6% 
% of Total 18.1% 15.5% 33.6% 
4 - Somewhat Of An Advantage 
Count 8 3 11 
% within Price 72.7% 27.3% 100.0% 
% within Are you enrolled in a printing/packaging-related degree program (i.e. 
packaging science)? 
12.7% 5.7% 9.5% 
% of Total 6.9% 2.6% 9.5% 
5 - Major Advantage 
Count 14 4 18 
% within Price 77.8% 22.2% 100.0% 
% within Are you enrolled in a printing/packaging-related degree program (i.e. 
packaging science)? 
22.2% 7.5% 15.5% 
% of Total 12.1% 3.4% 15.5% 
Total 
 
Count 
63 53 116 
% within Price 54.3% 45.7% 100.0% 
% within Are you enrolled in a printing/packaging-related degree program (i.e. 
packaging science)? 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 54.3% 45.7% 100.0% 
 
 67 
 
Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 8.594a 3 .035 
Likelihood Ratio 8.950 3 .030 
Linear-by-Linear Association 8.033 1 .005 
N of Valid Cases 116 
  
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.03. 
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Collectible Item  
Are you enrolled in a printing/packaging-related degree program (i.e. packaging science)?  
Crosstab 
 Are you enrolled in a 
printing/packaging-
related degree program 
(i.e. packaging science)? 
Total 
Yes No 
Coll.Item 
1 - Major Disadvantage 
Count 3 6 9 
% within Collectible Item 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 
% within Are you enrolled in a printing/packaging-related degree 
program (i.e. packaging science)? 
4.8% 11.3% 7.8% 
% Of Total 2.6% 5.2% 7.8% 
3 - Neutral 
Count 31 14 45 
% within Collectible Item 68.9% 31.1% 100.0% 
% within Are you enrolled in a printing/packaging-related degree 
program (i.e. packaging science)? 
49.2% 26.4% 38.8% 
% of Total 26.7% 12.1% 38.8% 
4 - Somewhat Of An Advantage 
Count 19 18 37 
% within Collectible Item 51.4% 48.6% 100.0% 
% within Are you enrolled in a printing/packaging-related degree 
program (i.e. packaging science)? 
30.2% 34.0% 31.9% 
% of Total 16.4% 15.5% 31.9% 
5 - Major Advantage 
Count 10 15 25 
% within Collectible Item 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% 
% within Are you enrolled in a printing/packaging-related degree 
program (i.e. packaging science)? 
15.9% 28.3% 21.6% 
% of Total 8.6% 12.9% 21.6% 
Total 
 
Count 
63 53 116 
% within Collectible Item 54.3% 45.7% 100.0% 
% within Are you enrolled in a printing/packaging-related degree 
program (i.e. packaging science)? 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
% of Total 54.3% 45.7% 100.0% 
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Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 7.644a 3 .054 
Likelihood Ratio 7.774 3 .051 
Linear-by-Linear Association .606 1 .436 
N of Valid Cases 116 
  
a. 2 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4.11. 
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  Item	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Appendix 4:  
Average Percentage of Total Purchases by Acquisition Method 
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Are you enrolled in a printing/packaging-related degree program (i.e. packaging science)? 
Report 
Are you enrolled in a printing/packaging-related degree program (i.e. packaging science)? TotalBuy RetailTotalBuy OnlineTotalBuy DownloadTotalBuy 
Yes 
Mean 3.3636 .3222 .0487 .6290 
N 66 55 55 55 
Std. Deviation 3.95605 .40005 .14891 .42534 
No 
Mean 5.8772 .2541 .0693 .6766 
N 57 54 54 54 
Std. Deviation 6.02101 .37251 .14743 .37369 
Total 
Mean 4.5285 .2885 .0589 .6526 
N 123 109 109 109 
Std. Deviation 5.15390 .38638 .14786 .39944 
 
ANOVA Table 
 Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
TotalBuy * Are you enrolled in a printing/packaging-related degree program (i.e. 
packaging science)? 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 193.237 1 193.237 7.673 .006 
Within Groups 3047.413 121 25.185 
  
Total 3240.650 122 
   
RetailTotalBuy * Are you enrolled in a printing/packaging-related degree program 
(i.e. packaging science)? 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) .127 1 .127 .846 .360 
Within Groups 15.997 107 .150 
  
Total 16.123 108 
   
OnlineTotalBuy * Are you enrolled in a printing/packaging-related degree 
program (i.e. packaging science)? 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) .012 1 .012 .525 .470 
Within Groups 2.350 107 .022 
  
Total 2.361 108 
   
DownloadTotalBuy * Are you enrolled in a printing/packaging-related degree 
program (i.e. packaging science)? 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) .062 1 .062 .384 .537 
Within Groups 17.170 107 .160 
  
Total 17.232 108 
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Are you a participant or member of the Electronic Gaming Society @ The Rochester Institute of 
Technology? 
Report 
Are you a participant or member of the Electronic Gaming Society @ The Rochester Institute 
of Technology? 
TotalBuy RetailTotalBuy OnlineTotalBuy DownloadTotalBuy 
Yes 
Mean 8.3235 .1627 .0792 .7581 
N 34 34 34 34 
Std. Deviation 6.67751 .24224 .14636 .30082 
No 
Mean 3.8679 .3114 .0590 .6295 
N 106 92 92 92 
Std. Deviation 4.48506 .39994 .15339 .40866 
Total 
Mean 4.9500 .2713 .0645 .6642 
N 140 126 126 126 
Std. Deviation 5.42751 .36923 .15121 .38569 
 
ANOVA Table 
 Sum of 
Squares 
df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. 
TotalBuy * Are you a participant or member of the Electronic Gaming Society @ 
The Rochester Institute of Technology? 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) 511.058 1 511.058 19.680 .000 
Within Groups 3583.592 138 25.968 
  
Total 4094.650 139 
   
RetailTotalBuy * Are you a participant or member of the Electronic Gaming 
Society @ The Rochester Institute of Technology? 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) .549 1 .549 4.131 .044 
Within Groups 16.492 124 .133 
  
Total 17.042 125 
   
OnlineTotalBuy * Are you a participant or member of the Electronic Gaming 
Society @ The Rochester Institute of Technology? 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) .010 1 .010 .439 .509 
Within Groups 2.848 124 .023 
  
Total 2.858 125 
   
DownloadTotalBuy * Are you a participant or member of the Electronic Gaming 
Society @ The Rochester Institute of Technology? 
Between 
Groups 
(Combined) .411 1 .411 2.801 .097 
Within Groups 18.184 124 .147 
  
Total 18.594 125 
   
 
